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INTRODUCTION ANDBACKGROUND

1 In a highly unusual move, the Energy Freedom Coalition of America has noticed

2 the deposition of APS witness Barbara Lockwood without having first submitted a

3 single data request pertaining to her direct testimony. APS requested that EFCA first

4 seek discovery by less intrusive means, and if a deposition is still necessary, take Ms.

5 Lockwood's deposition after rebuttal testimony is filed. Otherwise, any deposition that

6 does occur would not concern the complete set of testimony-and the final substantive

7 positio11--that APS will take into hearing. EFCA declined.

8 Early depositions in a highly complex rate case, with 15 APS witnesses and

9 already over 25 interveners, could quickly undermine the orderly gathering of

10 iiNormadon that parties need for the hearing. Accordingly, APS respectfully requests

l l that the Presiding Ofificer set a procedural conference pursuant to Arizona

12 Administrative Code R14-3-108 and Arizona Rule of Civil Procedure 26 to discuss and

13 create a discovery plan, including guidance and limitations on the timing and scope of

14 depositions, should they prove necessary. In the interim, APS respectfully requests the

15 Presiding Officer grant a protective order to relieve APS from complying with ERICA's

16 Notice of Deposition and presenting Ms. Lockwood on October 19, 2016.

17

18 On September 28, 2016, ERICA's counsel requested that APS check Ms.

19 Lockwood's availability for a deposition on October 19th. APS res . need by stating

20 that Ms. Lockwood was unavailable on October 19th, and requested that EFCA defer

21 early depositions and work with APS on managing discovery in a thoughtful and

22 efficient way. APS offered to make Ms. Lockwood available for deposition after

23 rebuttal testimony, particularly since consensus can often be reached through rebuttal

24 testimony that might make depositions entirely unnecessary. APS do requested that

25 EFCA pursue less burdensome discovery first. Correspondence between EFCA and

26 APS is attached as Exhibit A.

27

28
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ARGUMENT

1 EFCA re s ponde d by s e rving APS with a  notice  tha t EFCA inte nde d to de pos e

2 Ms . Lockwood on  Octobe r 19 th , s ta ting  only tha t it could  not wa it un til re butta l

3 te s timony in  2017 to  ta ke  he r de pos ition . ERICA's  Notice  of De pos ition  for Ms .

4 Lockwood is  a ttached as  Exhibit B.

5 In its  direct ca se , APS filed the  direct te s timony of 15 witnesses , and expects  to

6 tile  re butta l te s timony for ma ny of those  witne s se s . As  of toda y, APS 's  ra te  ca se  ha s

7 over 25 inte rveners . In addition, APS has  a lready rece ived well over 500 da ta  reques ts

8 from 7 diffe rent parties , a long with 116 da ta  requests  tha t the  Company pre-tiled with its

9 applica tion. APS conserva tive ly es timates  tha t 50 witnesses  could file  written tes timony

10 before  the  hearing is  scheduled to s tart in March of 2017.

11

12 This  proce e ding is  a lre a dy a  pa rticula rly complica te d ra te  ca s e , a nd thos e

13 complica tions  will only increa se  a s  each pa rty begins  to propound the ir discove ry and

14 file  the ir te s timony. If pa rtie s  be gin to ta ke  e a rly de pos itions -a  pra ctice  tha t virtua lly

15 does  not exis t in Commiss ion proceedings , like ly because  pre -filed te s timony and nea r

16 unlimite d writte n dis cove ry re nde r de pos itions  la rge ly (if not e ntire ly) unne ce s s a ry-

17 this  proceeding could quickly spira l out of control. Each party is  pe rmitted to, and many

18 will fee l the  need to, active ly participa te  in the  early depositions . This  could spawn even

19 more  de pos itions , a ll be fore  re butta l te s timony.

20 pos itions  in re butta l te s timony, minimizing is s ue s  in controve rs y a t the  he a ring. The

21 result could be  tha t the  pre -rebutta l depos itions  become entire ly superfluous , or pa rties

22 request even more  depositions  afte r rebutta l tes timony. The  parties  and the  Commission

23 would bene fit from a  rea sonably cra fted discove ry plan to promote  the  e fficient use  of

24 time  a nd re s ource s . APS  a dditiona lly re que s ts  tha t the  Commis s ion is s ue  a n inte rim

25 prote ctive  orde r to re lie ve  Ms . Lockwood from ha ving to a ppe a r on Octobe r 19, 2016

26 until a  reasonable  discovery plan can be  determined by die  Presiding Officer.

27

28
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A. Reasonable limits on discovery reflect Commission practice of
extensive pre-Bled written testimony and near unlimited data
requests.
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The purpose of discovery is to provide parties an opportunity to learn about an

opponent's case and avoid surprises at trial. The goal of discovery in Commission

proceedings and under the traditional rules of procedure are the same: facilitating the

identification of issues, assisting in the efficient resolution of disputes, and avoiding triad

from becoming a guessing game. See Watts v. Superior Court In and For Maricopa

County,87 Ariz. 1 (1959).

But there is no guessing game with Commission proceedings. Discovery under

the traditional mies of civil procedure do not contemplate the Commission's practice of

pre-filed testimony and unlimiteddatarequests. The Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure

provide strict limits on the amount of written discovery available to a party. For

example, a party may not serve on any other party more than forty interrogatories. See

Ariz. R. Civ. P. 33.l(a). Additionally, a party cannot submit more Dian one request for

production of documents and things, and that request cannot include more than ten

distinct items or categories of items requested. See Ariz. R. Civ. P. 34(b).

The Commission on the other hand has very few limitations on data requests

submitted by parties, such that parties can essentially propound unlimited written

discovery. In fact, the first set of data requests APS received from Commission Staff

alone contained 52 data requests-well over the number permitted under the rules of

civil procedure for an entire case.

Moreover, pre-filed written testimony is the ultimate tool in identifying all issues

for a hearing, and frankly renders depositions largely unnecessary. Indeed, in the four

rate cases that have gone to hearing this year that have raised similar issues to this

proceeding,1 including the modernization of residential rate design, not a single party,

EFCA included, took a single deposition. As demonstrated by parties' own conduct in

1 These  ra te  ca se s  were  filed by UNS  Electric Inc., Tucson Electric P ower Company, S ulfur S prings
Valley Electric Coopera tive , and Trico Electric Coopera tive . EFCA was a  party in each.

_ 4 _



1 these  (and other) ra te  cases , the  Commiss ion's  discovery process  provides  a  more  than

2 adequate  opportunity to identify issues  and assis t in the  efficient resolution of disputes .

B. The Presiding Officer should impose reasonable limitations for
depositions and otherwise provide guidance on the discovery process.

3

4

5 Ariz. R. Civ. P. 26(c) and (d) provide the Presiding Officer with the authority to

6 impose reasonable limitations on the use, scope and timing of discovery, and to

7 otherwise control the discovery process to prevent "annoyance, embarrassment,

8 oppression or undue burden or expense." See Arpaio v. Figueroa, 229 Ariz. 444 (Ct.

9 App. 2012). This proceeding and the numerous parties would benefit from reasonable

10 limitations on discovery set by the Presiding Officer.

11

12

13 APS requests that the Presiding Ofificer limit the use of depositions on the basis

14 that there are less burdensome and intrusive discovery mechanisms available to EFCA.

15 Parties participating in Commission proceedings routinely file data requests to elicit

16 additional information and to help formulate their own positions. Indeed, to date, APS

17 has received over 500 data requests from 7 different parties. APS expects to receive

18 hundreds if not thousands more data requests before this case is concluded and is

19 committed to answering those data requests in a timely manner. EFCA is well versed in

20 the Colnlnission's practice of sending data requests to elicit information. EFCA has

21 submitted 3 sets of data requests to APS in this proceeding. Interestingly, however,

22 EFCA has yet to send so much as a single question related to Ms. Lockwood's

23 testimony. Instead EFCA has chosen to use a more burdensome and intrusive, yet

24 typically less productive, font of discovery by noticing her deposition.

25 EFCA's approach is inconsistent witll the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure, and

26 does not reflect Commission discovery practices. Further, EFCA's pursuit of pre-

27 rebuttal testimony depositions could risk a chaotic discovery process in which parties

28

1 . The discovery mies contemplate that parties will first seek the
information they need through less burdensome methods.
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1 "race to the bottom" by seeldng early depositions to obtain testimony regarding their

2 positions as early as possible.

3 Depositions are certainly permitted under appropriate circumstances. And the

4 traditional rules permit the use of discovery tools in any sequence. But parties should

5 also first seek the information they need through less burdensome means. "Requiring

6 litigants to at least initially pursue less intrusive discovery before resorting to sweeping

7 demands...[i]s also consistent with the mandate that the miles of civil procedure,

8 including those relating to discovery, be construed to secure the just, speedy,

9 inexpensive determination of every action." See American Family Mut. Ins. Co. v.

10 Grant, 222 Ariz. 507 (Ct. App. 2010).

l l It is not the barring of depositions that APS seeks, but the management of how

12 and when they occur. Ariz. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1)(C) empowers the Presiding ONticer to

13 limit the frequency or extent of discovery methods if the discovery sought "is

14 unreasonably cumulative or duplicative, or obtainable from some other source that is

15 either more convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive." EFCA should be required

16 to first seek tlle information it wants through filing data requests prior to noticing a

17 deposition.

18

19

20 If depositions of witnesses are proven necessary, APS believes that parties and

21 the Commission would be better served if they were taken after the Company has had an

22 opportunity to tile rebuttal testimony. Party positions often change through the course

23 of a case after an opportunity to review the pre-tiled testimonies of other parties and

24 finding areas of compromise. This process is conducive to judicial efficiency and

25 fosters the opportunity to limit the contested issues at the hearing. EFCA has noticed

26 the deposition of Ms. Lockwood with only her direct testimony tiled. However, Ms.

27 Lockwood may be one of the witnesses for which APS submits pre-tiled rebuttal

28

2. The Presiding Ofheer should permit depositions, if necessary,
Ody after the Company has had an opportunity to file its
rebuttal testimony.



7

8

9 Each party to a proceeding is permitted to attend a deposition and ask questions

10 of a deponent. In a case such as this, where there are likely to be more than 30 parties

11 involved, a deposition can easily take multiple days to get through if not reasonably

12 limited. One can easily imagine a situation where the discovery process quickly

13 becomes burdensome and unwieldy at best, and utterly unmanageable at worst.

14 To address this possibility, APS requests that the Presiding Officer limit the

15 scope of any deposition to topics that are relevant to the rate case and directly related to

16 the content of that witness's written testimony. With this many witnesses and this many

17 parties, as well as numerous other factors, including the current Commission election

18 and APS's pending lawsuit against Commissioner Robert Burns, unrestricted

19 depositions could quickly lose focus and drain resources. Without guidance and

20 limitations by the Presiding Officer, there is a realistic risk that parties will try to use a

21 deposition to seek answers beyond the scope of the proceeding and ask questions that

22 are purely politically motivated and specifically meant to harass or embarrass a party in

23 violation of the discovery rules.

24

1 testimony. At the hearing, witnesses traditionally adopt all of their pre-filed testimony,

2 including direct and rebuttal. A deposition based only on direct testimony is of limited

3 use at the hearing, and could be rendered entirely moot by subsequent rebuttal

4 testimony. Conducting depositions before the full spectrum of what a witness will say at

5 hearing is available could be an expensive and burdensome waste of time, one that could

6 be avoided if parties waited until after rebuttal testimony was filed.

3. The Presiding OEEcer should set reasonable limits on the timing
and scope of the depositions to avoid harassment, undue burden
and unnecessary expense.

CONCLUSION

25 APS respectfully reques ts  the  scheduling of a  procedura l confe rence  to discuss

26 a nd de te rmine  a  prope r pla n for dis cove ry. AP S  be lie ve s  tha t it is  a ppropria te  for

27 parties , including EFCA, to pursue less  burdensome and intrusive  discovery mechanisms

28
7
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3 respectfully requests that its Motion for Interim Protective Order be granted until an

4 appropriate plan for discovery can be established.
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Loquvam, Thomas A

Subject:

Loquvam, Thomas A

Thursday, September 29, 2016 4:00 PM

Court Rich (CRich@roselawgroup.com)
RE: follow up

I`hanks, Court. And thank you for the call about the October 19 date. Barbara Lockwood has previously scheduled
engagements on the 19th. Instead of immediately arranging a different date, however, I propose below a different
approach below that recognizes the realities of administrative litigation. If at the end, deposing witnesses is the only
way for your client to obtain the information it needs, then a deposition could proceed, and I'm sure we']l be able to
coordinate a date that makes sense for everyone. APS is committed to working with EFCA throughout this
proceeding to make discovery less burdensome and more efficient for everyone.

As you know, depositions are rare in litigation before the ACC. Instead of depositions, witnesses file extensive
written testimony before the hearing and parties are permitted what essentially amounts to unlimited written
discovery. Indeed, even though the recent UNS and 'FEP rate cases raised the same rate design issues that have
drawn ERICA's interest in APS's rate case, EFCA did not notice any depositions in either rate case, and was
apparently able to obtain the information it needed through reviewing pre-filed written testimony and issuing data
requests.

Of course, depositions are permitted. But the discovery rules contemplate that parties will seek the information they
need through less burdensome means first. Indeed, Arizona Rude of Civil Procedure 26(b)(1)(C)(i) empowers a
court to limit the frequency or extent of discovery methods if die discovery sought "is unreasonably cumulative or
duplicative, or obtainable from some other source that is either more convenient, less burdensome, or less
expensive." And this rule does not even contemplate the extensive pre-filed testimony that occurs with ACC
proceedings.

Moreover, as you know, depositions are generally limited to one per witness for a maximum of four hours. APS has
only submitted direct testimony in this case, and Ms. Lockwood may be one of the witnesses for which APS
submits pre-filed rebuttal testimony. Ar the hearing, witnesses of course adopt all of meir pre-filed testimony,
including direct and rebuttal. A deposition based on direct testimony only is of limited use at the hearing. Excepting
the possibility of extenuating circumstances (such as emergencies or the unavailability of the information in another
form), depositions conducted after pre-Bled rebuttal testimony are the best practice.

This is particularly true since each party to a proceeding is permitted to attend a deposition and ask questions of a
deponent. Having depositions before the full spectrum of a witness's testimony is available through rebuttal
testimony could spawn days of depositions after direct testimony, and prompt motions for otherwise wasteful and
avoidable deposition days after rebuttal. And this is for a single witness. The deposition framework set forth in the
Xrizona Rules of Civil Procedure does not contemplate proceedings in which a party like APS submits pre-filed

testimony from 15 witnesses and the number of interveners could reach 20, 30, or even more.

Accordingly, APS believes that it is appropriate for EFCA to pursue less burdensome and intrusive discovery
mechanisms before resorting to depositions, as is contemplated by the rules of civil procedure, and is the courtesy
and custom in ACC proceedings. It is only late September, and CA has not submitted any data requests to APS

guarding Ms. Lockwood's direct testimony. Further, APS does not believe it is appropriate for any witness to be
produced before the deadline for pre-filed rebuttal testimony.

Fhat being said, it very well could be that EFCA needs to depose Ms. Lockwood before the hearing so that it can
obtain any last bits of information regarding what she will say on the stand that is not included in her direct

1



testimony or her potential rebuttal testimony, or covered by one of the thousands of data requests responses that
APS is sure to provide to the parties. If that is the case, and a deposition is the only way for EFCA to obtain the
information it needs, then a deposition could occur. If you would like to reserve a deposition date in 2017 now, just
as a placeholder to prevent calendaring complications later (I'd note that Ms. Lockwood is a particularly busy
executive and is already scheduling meetings into November), we can do that and I'm happy to work on that with
YOU.

Thanks again, Court. I look forward to resolving this issue in a mutually agreeable fashion.

From: Court Rich [mailto:CRich@roselawgroup.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2016 12:59 PM
To: Loquvam, Thomas A
Cc: Hopi Slaughter
Subject: follow up

I

USE CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER:(CRi<:h@roselawgroup.com)

Do not click on links or open attachments that are not expected.

For questions or concerns, please email the APS Cyber Defense Center team at ACDC@apsc.com
or contact the APS Helpdesk.

Thomas,
I wanted to follow up regarding our discussion yesterday of Barbara Lockwood's availability for a deposition on October
19"̀ . If I don't hear back by the end of the day today, I will go ahead and get the notice out just so we can reserve that
date on everyone's schedule who might have an interest. Thanks Thomas.

Court S. Rich

ROSE'

7144 E Stetson Drive, Suite 300o, Scottsdale, Arizona 85251
Direct: 480.505.3937 I Mobile: 602.741.3794

RLG is Service :: Winner "Best Places to Work in Arizona"

roselawgroul:J.com roselawgroupreportencom

The information contained in this message is privileged and confidential. It is intended only to be read by the individual or
entity named about or their designee. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are on notice that any
distribution of this message, in any form, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please
immediately notify the sender by telephone at 480.505.3937 or by fax at 480.505.3925 and delete or destroy any copies of
this message. Thank you.

Think green, please don't print unnecessarily
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I
IN THE MATTER OF FUEL AND
PURCHASED POWER
PROCUREMENT AUDITS FOR
ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE
CQMPANY.

RECEIVED
AZ CORP COMMISSION

DOCKET CGNTRGL

00001 IJIU4

1

2

3

n o our - 3 P 41 an

4

Court s. Rich AZ BarNo. 021290
Rose Law Giuup pp
7144 E. Stetson Drive, Suite 300
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251
Email: CRich@RoseLawGroup.com
Direct: (480) 505-3937
Fax: (480)505-3925
Attornqvfor Energy Freedom Coalition ofAnelerica

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISS ION

DOUG LITTLE
CHLIRMAN

BOB sTUm1>
COMMISSIONER

BOB BURNS
COMMISSIONER

TOM FORESE
COMMISSIONER

ANDY TOBIN
COMMISSIONER

DOCKET NO. E-61345A-16-0036

nmnacmnowwn c0unussaon

D O C K E T E D

IN THE MATTER OF THE
APPLICATION OF ARIZONA PUBLIC
SERVICE COMPANY FOR A
HEARING TO DETERMINE THE FAIR
VALUE OF THE UTILITY PROPERTY
OF THE COMPANY FOR
RATEMAKING PURPOSES, TO Hx A
JUST AND REASONABLE RATE OF
RETURN THEREON, TO APPROVE
RATE SCHEDULES DESIGNED TO
DEVELOP SUCH RETURN.

OCT 032015

DOCKET NO. E-01345A-16-0123

NOTICE OF DEPOSITION OF
BARBARA D. LOCKVVOOD
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YO UARE Y N O T H thzdthedepositiolnwillbctakenuponol.zLlellaxnination

oftbeparsolnwhosenameisstatedbelow artthetirneandplacestatedbeforeanofiiccraxnhcrized

by law to administar oalths.

PERSON TO BE EXAMINED:

DATE OF DEPOSITION: October 19, 2016

TIME OF DEPOSITION: 9:00 a.m.

BarbanD.Lodrwood
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PLACE OF DEPOSITION: Ruse Law Group pp
7144 E. Stetson Drive, Suite 300
ScfIttsdulc, Arizona 85251

COURT REPORTER: COASH &COASH

DATED this 30" day of Sqnember,2016.

is/ Calms. Rich
Court s. Rich
Rme Law Group pc
Attomcy for EFCA
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Origindand lihsopiesiid on
the 3" dayd0d:nbelr,20l6 with:

Alizxma Corpomwalinn Commission
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

I hereizy canjz that I have this day served a copy of the foregoing doaanent on all parties of
record in this proceeding by regular or electronic mail zo.-
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14

16

17

18

19

21

22

24

Thcmnlls Loquvm
Pinnacle West Capiul Corp.
Thcnnas.loquwaunn@i1unnaclewest.com

Dun id P*w=fsl=y
RUCQ
dpoa:fsky@aonlco.govv

GIU8 Eisat
Steven Puck
Sm City Homneuvwnns AssodMon
g'egdse:rt unad].cm
§even.pu:k@oox.na

Pmicia Fane
pfalac@lmac.com

Wmrcn Woodwacrd
w6345789@w1|h00.com

RichaW Gas
l'gaya~@com.nd

Cflris Mans
AURA
¢Ii8-t' I*"V@i@8I'-°t8
pa1.q¢1inl~41414@gnnai1.¢0m

AJ Gav ck
no Robbins
Property Owners & R&d Assoc.
=Lsdv=»°k@n°w¢vv-we
r°b.mhbins@p<»as¢wv.¢¢g

Tom Hams
AriSHA

1

2

3 Docket CoMo]

4

5

6

7
Janice Alway

8 AZ Corponicm Commission
i=lw=\"l@2==¢~g°v

Mmnem Sean
10 Arizona Cnlpondon Commission

nnscott@zoc.gov
11 - w.g°v

wvancJe'v zcc.gov
thmodaidc@azec.gov
¢ebinah@mcc.gov
tford@zcc.gov
e~=»»qpps@=m.g°v
c§@mnuon:s@moc.gov

15 kclusitin@mcc.gov

Tlmo4hy Hogan
ACLPI
l11°s=11@=°1pwrs
ken.wilson@uve9ellnn'eso\n'cm.n1g
sd11cgdj@aol.com
m\|ckam1n wmqgy_nrg
bbgm¢@l¢¢¢M,-5
bmiaun@vomo1ar.org

20 AnMiaony Wamga
Mann Kianunn
IO DATA cnwnzns, LLC
t@io.cm
akia~nnan@n.nom

zz 1~¢=g1-~= Gwlba
OSBORN MALEDON, PA
r1H9=l>¢l@°D01=w.°°m

25 gyaqmnnlo@a:lnzomnc.org

26 C. wcbb Crockett
27 pick Black

1=Er41~1E1.40aE CRAIG, P.C.
wcrnI:ett@fclaw.com
pblack@fclaw.com
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Nic&lolas Enoch
Karyn Red6eld-Ordz
Emily Tornabene
Lubin & EnochPC
dck@1ub'mamdmod1.com

Jay Modes
Ma ys  S i la s & Hendricks LTD
jasoa1:nno»ym@law-msh.cnm
jimoyes@1aw-mslwom
jilm@mww¢r_wm

Scott waefsda

7

Hienton Cony, PLLC
swake5dd@hlc1awgmup.com
m1oug»ee@Mlclavvgl.van1p.oom
sllqahen.dmriss@wd-malt.com
g1'eg.tiIlman@wa]-mart.oom
chm'isJImdrix@wal-mart.coln

s
Sheryl A. Swen cy
Albert H. Acker
Smuel L. Lo8md
Ryley Carlock & Applewhitc
§wemmy@rwlaw.oom
aackm@mallavv.oom
do8zm4@cala»w.oom
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27 By- ls/ Hopi L. s1m¢¢=r
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Cy11I*1iv Zwick
1 K:vlm Hmgéold

ACCA
z czwiclm@azma.org
3 khmgcho1d@lzal:Lorg

4

5

6

Km!  80¢m
Jody Kyla Cohn
Bodnnn Kurtz & Lowry
]:hoebm@bl:Ilavv&nnlu.cum

9 jkylauohlnl@uk1law&'nn.eom

Johan Williwn Moore, Jr.

Krvsvr
jnnoole@nmWblzwv.oom

Lowrance v. RMM§OD, Ir.
Noble Americas Enagr Sohxdons ILL
tllbaclawya@aol.com

mielmd unum
Juan Gellnmn
Snell & W'lmer LLP
mpattun@swlaw.coln
jz¢1hr=wn@sw1=w.°°¢11
dod:m@wla»w.com
balnol}@t:p.eom

Q 4 8  w a s a h f m
Pima CouItny Amonneys OMen
chilrlwx/wsclho8@clo.pi11na.gov

Giannmuio Emilia
Kanunpar EMBM LLP
g¢strada@lawphx.com

Gag Pun run
mmns=r Chadwick
81.°8@@¢P9.0m8

Coast & cash
1802 N. '7th St
P110¢1ix. AZ 85006

@eoasWumdeoash.com

kmgy J. Wonder
K.R. Saline & Associates
jjw@lu.sal'me.com
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Shanan, Jamie

From:

Sent:
Subject:

Attachments:

Ratecase

Thursday, October 06, 2016 1:37 PM

APS 2016 Rate Case Notice of Fourth Technical Conference
APS Notice of Fourth Technical Conference_APS 2016 Rate Case-16-0036_100616.pdf

Attached please find APS's Notice of the Fourth Technical Conference to be held on November 3, 2016 in the APS 2016

Rate Case matter. If you have any difficulty opening this document, please let me know.

Best Regards,

Q ans
THE APS RATE CASE TEAM

1



Shanan, Jamie

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Arizona Public Service Regulatory Department
Thursday, October 06, 2016 1:37 PM
Ahmad, Omaya, Andreasen, Erinn A, And revs, Ardyn W, Aycock, Kimarie L, Barela, Steve
S, Barleycorn, Judith K, Baum, Shirley A, Be rally, Linda J, Benavides, David L, Benavides,
Francisca E, Bernosky, Gregory L, Blankenship, Elizabeth A, Bohannon, Kasey D, Bolden,
Timothy F, Bordenkircher, Scott B, Brandt, Donald E, Burnett, Alan L, Burke, Jeffrey,
Carlson, Thomas J, Carnes, Kerri A, Chalmers, Michelle J, Coats, Kelley M, Cole, Brian w,
Connolly, Sharon A, Constable, Adam, 'Dalton, Chalese', Danner, Denise R, Dean, Traci L,
Derstine, Stacy L, Dinkel, Patrick, Dolyniuk, Karen E, Downing, Edward, Dunning, Mary M,
Easterly, Donna m, Edington, Randall, 'Eisen, Eileen', Engel, Jennifer R, Evans, Danielle,
Ewen, Peter M, Fahy, Richard M, Falck, David P, Flores, Mario, Freemyers, Tia, Froetscher,
Daniel T, Fryer, Zachary J, Gagnon, Gaylord J, Geisler, Ted n, Geissler, Virginia M, Girardi,
Kyle, Goodrich, Brent, Gotfried, Steven M, Green, Michael G, Gross, Damon R, Guldner,
Jeff B, Hankins, Brian c, Hardy, Karen L, Hatfield, James R, Hatfield, John S, Hauert, Kelly
M, Ho, Amanda, Homburg, Joel, Johnson, Janice L, Johnson, Jeffrey w, Karen, Jordan,
Kearns, Daniel A, Keys Nunes, Brandon, Kimbriel, Dianne, Koenes, Nancy, Krueger,
Melissa M, La Benz, Jason C, Langbaum, Kevin, Latino, Emma L, Layton, Stefanie,
Lehman, Michelle R, Locher, Michael L, Lockwood, Barbara D, 'Lefter, Lenora', Loquvam,
Thomas A, Lowe, Patrick, Lucas, John R, Matcher, Adam R, Malagon, Elisa M, Martin,
Michael D, McCall 111, Thomas E, McClain, Hart, McDonald Jr, James E, McFall, Elizabeth
M, McGill, James T, McLeod, Tammy D, 'McMichael, Stephanie', Mendoza, Jerardo,
Miessner, Charles A, Morgan, Britney n, Morgan, Joel 1, 'Mountain, Paul', Mum aw,
Thomas L, Murphy, Ashlee 1, Nickloy, Lee R, Ochoa, Marissa, Omanovic, Rufad, Orr,
Debra m, Pallissard Jr, Bernie p, Pittman, Hal, Rasmussen, Rose, Reed, Cynthia n,
Ricciardi Jr, Joseph H, Rusert, Timothy B, Sadoski, Melissa L, Schelah, Michele K, Schenk,
S Jenine, Schiavoni, Mark A, 'Shanan, Jamie', Smith, Barbara G, Smith, Michelle R, Smith,
Paul A, Snook, Leland, Spence, Kelly, Stewart, Anna, Stooks-Dermer, Traci L, Surovy,
Christina S, Symchak, Jason R, Tafoya, Andres L, Ta foya, Robyn A, Taylor, Mikenzie,
Tetlow, Jacob, Tewelis, Tony, Van, Nguyen T, Vega, Jennie A, Washington, Leticia L,
Wendeborn, Lee, Wendt, Geoffrey, Wilde, James C, Wontor, James M, Yeager, Celina
APS 2016 Rate Case Notice of Fourth Technical Conference

Attached please find APS's Notice of the Fourth Technical Conference delivered October 6, 2016, in the APS 2016 Rate
Case matter. If you have any difficulty opening this document, please let me know.

http://edocxt:7003/WorkplaceXT/getContent?id=current&vsld=%7B3DD4F812-26EB-CD98-86BB-
579B9F700QOO%7D&ob[ectStoreName=§orpor§te&obj.ectType=document.

Jamie Shaman
Re gula tory Ana lys t
S ta te  Complia nce
400 North 5th S tre e t, M.S . 9712
P hoe nix, AZ 85004-3902
Tel 602.250.4625
Iamie.Shahan@aps.com aps.com
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